Monitoring and evaluating international peacebuilding efforts has become more sophisticated over the past years, but still relies on managerial approaches that often do not capture the complexity of war, peace and the grey areas in between. The article argues that organisations should embrace qualitative approaches more widely and introduces ethnographic vignettes as one example to explain the complexity of post-conflict situations. By understanding the personal dimension, the life-and work-styles of international peacebuilders, the current evaluation discourse can become more meaningful-both for organisational learning and sustainable peace efforts on the ground. The article ends by highlighting some approaches that deserve more attention and that promise to help to critically enhance current and future debates about the evaluation of peacebuilding.
This is a pre-print version; The final version of the article was published in Evaluation and Program Planning Volume 35, Issue 1 (2012), pp.148-153 and can be accessed at http: //dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2010.11.006 5 for 'post-conflict peacebuilding'. Bintu would morph into a number in a statistic that would then become part of a project report that would form the basis for the mid-term evaluation by an outside 'mission'. Given her outgoing behaviour, Bintu may even be part of the 'focus group' that the European evaluation team talks to and given her skills, insights and memories from the warzones she would quickly figure out what the outsiders want to hear and will praise the 'comprehensive approach' to demobilization with a 'particular focus on vulnerable groups such as women, girls and war widows'. From soldier to girlfriend to 'beneficiary', Bintu would once again be labelled by oustiders and would have to acquire a new identity to navigate through the complex situation of 'post-war'.
Engaging with the complexities of war zones and transitions from an anthropological or qualitative research perspective is not just a means of storytelling or to present anecdotal 'evidence' from 'the field'. It is the tip of the iceberg of how war and peace are unperceived and that has a strong and direct impact on how and why we carry out evaluation in such environments the way many organizations and professionals do: By trying to comply with abstract evaluation methods and rationales to present an orderly, technocraticized and depoliticized version of 'impact' that often treats the end of war as 'zero hour' from which peacebuilding initiatives can be launched. Carolyn Nordstrom, another anthropologist who spent many years at the frontlines of conflict and war in Mozambique, Sri Lanka and Angola, puts this into a broader perspective when she outlines some of the features of the 'shadows of war' as she calls the multi-faceted spaces between the frontlines and corporate offices in Northern countries:
This is a pre-print version; The final version of the article was published in Evaluation and Program Planning Volume 35, Issue 1 (2012) his forthcoming 'mission' to the 'field' will be to discuss 'activities' and 'budgets' -measurables that can be monitored and may be evaluated by an outside consultant who is likely to never 'really arrive' when he or she is carrying out her research and writes and report about the activities and budgets of 'antenna offices'.
John in 'Peaceland'
The final vignette comes from a friend I will call 'John'. John is working for a UN agency in Asia and shared some of his first impressions when he returned to the country by EMail:
First 10 days in the office has been fascinating but totally overwhelming as well. As with As important as it is to keep organizational strategies in mind, the vignettes also give a sense of the transnationality of Johannes and John, their movement between headquarters, capital cities, regional offices and 'the field'. Transnational life-and work-styles (Fechter 2007; Garsten 2008 ) and related subjects, e.g. global travel and movement (Amit 2007) , family and gender issues (Coles and Fechter 2007) This is a pre-print version; The final version of the article was published in physical space with other actors engaged in a similar activity adds importance to the action, stamps it with the 'approval of numbers' and so corroborates its sense, justifies it without the need to argue' (Bauman 2000: 97) .
This is just a short overview into the 'realities' that those who travel and evaluate, live and advice donor organizations encounter; realities that are currently not addressed by the managerial approaches to evaluation peacebuilding as the following paragraph elaborates.
Peacebuilding workstyles
The central argument is that M&E in peacebuilding and (post-)conflict development work has succumbed to mainstream managerial aid approaches rather than taking the opportunity to use such work for challenging dominant results-based management discourses.
'Within the field of conflict prevention, there is still a quest to find appropriate methods and ways in dealing with planning, monitoring and evaluation' (Scheers 2008: 5) . 'In conclusion, efforts have been made to plan, monitor and evaluate conflict prevention activities. Nevertheless, there is more to be done to improve PM&E practice in this field' (ibid: 57). Goele Scheers, who works for a leading NGO in the field of conflict prevention that has been working on these issues for more than a decade, is not alone in her quest for knowledge and tools for peace-related activities. A few years earlier Cordula Reimann and Norbert Ropers reflected on the 'discourses on peace practice' and concluded: 'Much of the critical introspection of the last couple of years went hand in hand with the development of "new" conflict sensitive approaches and frameworks.
The two best-known and widely implemented approaches to date are outlined in "Do No Harm" This is a pre-print version; The final version of the article was published in ' (2007: 34) . These are just three snapshots from the debates around evaluation and peacebuilding, but they already highlight important aspects of the discussion. In the following paragraph I will focus on three, interlinked aspects that partly explain this 'state of art' debate and why it is important and difficult to break through the discursive 'glass ceiling': First, evaluation of peacebuilding has to be put into a critical perspective with the wider peacebuilding discourse; second, the debates shed some light on a community of 'flexians', professionals who flexibly adjust and interpret this discourse in a specific organizational, programmatic and academic environment and third, a tactic to avoid more far reaching debates about the impact of peacebuilding and the role of external actors.
To challenge the peacebuilding project from a Foucauldian discourse perspective as an instrument to achieve control over 'fragile' and 'dangerous' places has been undertaken by different researches (e.g. Denskus 2007) . Central to such an interpretation of various elements of peacebuilding (e.g. election support, liberal economic reforms and 'good governance' promotion) is the idea that order can be established through a variety of measuring, counting and policing devices (Löwenheim 2008 , Rossi 2004 talk about the dangers of 'commodification' of the approach and highlight important critical aspects, but they stop one step short of a fully discursive analysis:
The current focus on so-called 'gaps' by many within the academic, policy and operational communities may inhibit us from critically assessing the structures, processes and standard operating procedures, that currently define and limit bilateral and This A similar analysis could be conducted for other approaches, e.g. the 'Reflecting on Peace One should be careful, though, to take the published discourse at face value, i.e. wholeheartily believing in written documents, published debates or (stereo)typical dichotomies of 'knowledge-seeking' academics, 'overpaid' international consultants and advisors or 'shortsighted' programme staff. There is a remarkable (and hardly discussed) political economy behind the peace industry that is managed by fluid personalities who often shift positions and organisations and are as much part of a volatile funding environment as many other parts of the development knowledge economy. So these broader patterns of academic knowledge production, 'influencing policy-making' and maintaining a complex web of relationships in this industry are reflected in the peacebuilding community and the discourses around evaluation tools and approaches. There are neither real 'gaps in knowledge' as the consistently high output of critical This is a pre-print version; The final version of the article was published in graduate intern who is looking for a 'real' job to start paying back her student loans for her expensive MA programme, the academic colleague who is offered research money for a large project on civil society involvement in post-conflict societies or the young father who is offered a well-paid, desk-based consultancy to work on a DRR handbook for an UN agency although they told him that the exercise is not about the contents or to produce guidance for staff, but more of a PR tool to show (off) expertise and lobby within the UN system for more funds on this subject. Like Bintu, Johannes and John, these people exist and their individual stories and relationship deserve more attention by research to get a more in-depth view of how policy processes are actually working. The complexities behind the political economy are seldom discussed, but it is important to keep in mind that relationships, power relations and micro This brings me to the last of the three points about the 'avoidance' of critical topics and debates. Even if a 'discourse coalition' actively meets, conferences and writes newsletters, they still tend to avoid fundamentally challenging debates about the telos of peacebuilding. The recently published 'Open letter to peacebuilders' (Fisher and Zimina 2008) is a rare sign of stimulating a fresh debate, but it remains to be seen what the follow-up implication for example for monitoring or evaluation will be.
Conclusion
It is not enough to tell stories when engaging with violent conflict or post-conflict
situations. But what this short article want to highlight is that most of the current evaluation practice follows a strict development and peacebuilding discourse that favours measurable outputs, glossy reports and treating the evaluation process as a 'non-activity' -an activity that is often not supposed to engage participants or raise fundamental questions. Martina Fischer, a senior researcher with the aforementioned Berghof Foundation, outlines her vision for evaluating peace practice as follows: 'The challenge lies in asking for more than just short-term evaluations This is a pre-print version; The final version of the article was published in North or South) dare to include the personal dimension will they be able to understand, challenge and change the structural violence and power relations that hide behind labels ('spoilers', 'girl soldiers', 'civic engagement') or the visible and measurable.
Ways forward
In this final part of the article I will highlight three areas from the paradigmatic to the more practical that deserve more attention with regards to discussing and implementing monitoring and evaluation in peacebuilding.
Complexity thinking and new methodologies in qualitative research
Complexity science" is a term used to describe a set of concepts, principles, propositions and ideas that have emerged and clustered together over the course of the 20th century, [...] This is a pre-print version; The final version of the article was published in Evaluation and Program Planning Volume 35, Issue 1 (2012 ), pp.148-153 and can be accessed at http://dx.doi.org/10.1016 /j.evalprogplan.2010 17 seeking the answers to some fundamental questions about living, adaptable, changeable (Ho 2009: 19) . I am deliberately mentioning blogs as important sources of information and initial discussions right from the beginning of the article, because they are part of the growing technological advances that currently seem to be under-used in the quest to submit a 'draft report' on time:
Blogs, participatory video, photography etc can all play a more significant role to capture the challenges of peacebuilding with qualitative methods beyond the 'bureaucratic' and 'indoor' imperatives of short reports, PowerPoint presentations and ritualized meetings.
